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SLOWDOWN IN THE PENTAGCN
(Mr. LAIRD (at the request of Mr. :

{Don H. CLAUSEN) was granted permission
¢to extend his remarks at this point in the :
:REcorD and to include extraneous mat- |
- ter.)

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, in the
January issuc of Foreign Affairs, there

‘i{s an outstanding article by the well-"

known author on military affairs, Xan-
son Baldwin. Very appropriately en-
titled “Slowdown In the Pentagon,”:
the article clearly and concisely reviews

. the current state of our defenses and

~ the decisions that led to our present con-

" dition. Even muore important, it reveals

“thinking and dictates.of Congress have

. responsible. for national security have

" indirectly with national security to read

: tary contractors—Armed Forces Procurement

* son Baldwin, in the Recorp at this point:

the thinking of those principally charged
with the responsibility of those decisions.
It quickly becomes apparent that the

been largely ignored.
Those of us who sit on the commlttees

begun our hearings to review new budg-
ets and proposals.
leagues who are concerned directly or

the very fine analysis by Hanson Bald-
win., Accordingly, I insert the article, .
*glowdown in the Pentagon,” by Han-

SLOWDOWN IN THE PENTAGON
~(By Hanson W. Baldwin)
In 1947, the “bible” of the Nation’s mill-

Regulations—was a slim volume about 100 to-
125 pages long. Today, the AFPR, which,
governs in minute detail all those who do
business with the Pentapon, has expanded

. to four huge volumes totaling something like

A1,200 pages, with new ones added dally.

Flve to seven years ago, according to a care-’
-Tul statistical average compiled by one major
defense contractor, it required 4 to 56 months
to execute a contract from the time an ac-
ceptable price quotation was recelved in tho
Pentagon to the time the contractor recelved
the final document. Today, the same con-,
tractor estimates that an average of 9 to 12:
months is needed for the same process; a very'
‘few may be completed in 30 days; some may
require 23 months. ’

Parkinson's law of bureaucracy—the less;

‘ there 18 to do the more people 1t takes to do!

it, and the simpler the problem the longer
the time required for the solution—appeals:
to be operating in Washington, particularly:
in defense contracting. There are many rea-
sons for this state of affairs. . '
Secretary of Defense Robert S, McNamara,;
‘the apostle of cost-effectiveness these past.
4 years, must share the blame for many of !

. them as well as the credlt for some improved.’

monagement procedures. But the lengthen-|

. ing delays in the development and produc-;

tion of new weapons started long before he;

' took office, and no one man, no one cause,

is responsible.

. A rough rule of thumb used to hold that

it required about 7 years (in the United
States) from the gleam In the eye of the de-
. signer to the finished operational product.:
* This time span, which-has been compared un~ "
‘favorably with the lead time required for,
the development and production of new.

wenpons in Russia, has been steadily length~

ening, and there is no sign at the moment:

that the process is being checked,
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Even more important, there appears to hdve

! pecn in the first half of the 1860 a definlte

reduction, as compared to the 1050-60 pe-
rlod, in the evolution and production of new

weapons. The Republicans protest too much

when they allege that the Pentagon, under
Mr., McNamara, has not produced a single
new weapons systexa. Bub it 15 at¢ least true
that virtually all the major--and most of the

minor—weapons systems in operation or in-

development today (Polaris, Minuteman; B-

70, TFX, or F-111; AR-13 rifie, cte.) were

already in production, development or in pre-
liminary destgn and specification form hack
in the 1950's. The Pentagon in recent years
has certainly instituted some much-needed
management reforms, effected some ccon-

. omies and added considerably {o our ready

strategic strength and our conventional war

- end general support forces. But it has prob-

ably canceled more development contracts
(the nuclear-powered aircraft Dynasoar; the
mobile medilum-~range balllstic missile Sky-

: bolt, etc.) than it has initiated new ones.

Two principal and telllng criticismes have
been leveled at the Pentagon's present pol-

"icles, trends and procedures by scientists who

can be in no way accused of political pa-
rochiallsm.

Dr, James R. Killlan, Jr.,, chalrman of the
Corporation of the Massachusetts Institute of

. Technology, cautioned recently against an
attitude that 1s too prevalent in and out-

side of the Pentagon—a beliof thiat the tech«
nological revolution I8 over. No one in the

- Pontagon has ever explicitly stated such &

bellef, but the attitude of skeptical show-me-

_ism widely held there acts as & very definite

brake upon the excited enthusiasm which
should energize new rescarch projects. Mr.
McNamara’s "whiz kids,” complete with slide
rules and computers, brushed aslde the fac-
tor of professional judgment or sclentific
hunch when they took office and thelr em-
phasis upon “perfection on paper” and the
cost part of the cost-effectiveness formula has
definltely slowed the pace of military devel-
opment,

Behind this attitude in the Pentagon is
an even broader trend. Part of it is a bellef
expressed by many sclentists—-notably by
Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner and Dr. Herbert F.
York in a recent issue of Sclentific Amerl-
can—that disarmament, or arms limitation,
1s the only way to political salvation, and that
therefore continued technologlcal military
development worsens the situsation. This
somewhat simplistic viewpoint has had an
increasing publle and political appeal and
indeed has its adherents in the Defense De-
partment. And even so hardheaded o man
as Representative MELvIN PRICE, chairman of
the Research and Development Subcommit-.
tecs of the House Armed Services Commit-
tee and the Joint Congressional Atomic En-
ergy Committee, recently warned that “‘we
are entering a leveling-off period, a plateau,
in the total dimenslons” of the Covern-
ment’s research: prograni, This feellng of
disillusionment on the part of scieatists, and
of fear of cconomic limitations on future
breakthroughs in weapons research, comes
at a time when the military technologleal
revolution is far from ilnished.

Despite our present greal strength, Dr,
Killian, has sald, we cannot “rest on our
oars,” thinking the race:is won, ‘“We may
be only at the beglening of unexampled
scientific and engineering achievement,” he
notes, and the 'high confidence” and sheer
islze of the present research and development
effort may *“obscure woeaknesses sl “present
“in our program and lead us once again into.
: complacency.”

-=!""The second major critlcism loveled at pres-

"ent weapons development policics comoes
from James T. Ramey, Commissioner of the
{Atomic Energy Commission, and Dr. Ed-

“tiomed

Acronautics Space Council. hir,

Ramey in 6 recent speech urged the Gove -

ernment to rid itself of what he called the

requirements merry-go-round. He pointed

out that every new project had to be justified
on the basls of milltary requirements, and
thati many promising developmenis-—partic-
ularly in space—<could never be pushed, or
even demonstrated, if developmient had to
wait for the establishment of requlrements.
Invention has never followed this path; the
machinegun and the tank would still re-
remain blueprint dreams if their develop-
ment had awaited the specifications of clear-
cut milltary requirements. One cannot state
o reguirement for an inventor’s hopes. As
Dr. Welsh has pointed out, “If wo had re-
quired s clear-cut prior misslon, we would
probably have developed no airplanes, no
spacecraft, or, in fact, no wheel.”

Other causes for the - delays in develop- :

ment and production of new weapons have
their roots in the past, well prior to the
present administration, and the responsi-
bility extends far beyond the Pentagon. A
$50 billlon annual defense budget attracts
the eager interests of many government
agencles,

The sprawling bureaucracy of kig govern-
ment; the ¢ontrol of major military or para-
miltary projects by agencles over which the
Defense Department has no direct authority,
including the Atomic Energy Commission,
the Natlonal Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration, the Central Intelligence Agency,

the Bureau of the Budget; congressional leg- :

slation nnd executive regulation—social, po-
itical aud economic; the tremendous size and

comploxity of the Armed Forces; overcentra- -

lization and overregulation in the Pexta- -

gon; too much service rivalry and not enough
service competition—all these and other fac~
tors huave hocome builtin roadblocks
defense devclopnent and contracting.

in/

Big government itself is undeniably one
of the roadblocks to speedy performance. -

Everybody must get in on the act, particu-
larly it a new development project mvolves

jobs, or involves systems or compouents
which must be provided by foreign govern=
ments or by other agencies of government.

" Development of nuclear weapons aild nu-:

clear enpines is the responsibllity of the
AEC, yet the only uscrs are the milltrry, and

they develop the devices which carry war- -

heads and the vchicles which use the pro- -

pulsion gystems.
tive system of liaison by interchange of
officers, by committecs and other means has

Over the years, an eflec- .

made the AEC quickly responsive to mlutary .
needs, but the mere process of two-headed :

control slows and'complicates the system.
_ LASV (low altitude supersonic vehicle)

provides an enlightening case history of how .

many heads produce many pwposes. and no -

final results.

highly promising project. The ARC was to;

develop & nuclear-powered ramjed engine
and the Pentagon would use the englue to

power & pilotless atmospheric missiie, ca-

pable of indefinite fiight (perhaps 10 times

-

around the -world) at 8 times the apeed’

of sound. 'The weapon was envisaged as &

_ possible future successor to, or supploment .

for, balllstls missiles In case the Russlans’

should develop-—as they now appear to be
deing—an antihellistic wmissile, In  ibis
instance the AEC, after overcoming many

technieal difficulties in its part of the job, !

was on the verge of outstanding success and
was ready to filght-test the engine, when Mr.
MceNamara, reversing prior judgments—-and

as Dr. Edward Teller put it, for “the snke of

an economy that amounts to less than 1 per-

_cent of the Air Force budget—canceled the

project after a prior Investment-of mnearly
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LASV was once hailed as 8}

‘glzable sums of Money or promises LUMeErous |
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. nurtured the AEC,
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belleve this Is the biggest mistake we have!
mode since the years following World War |
II when wo failed to develop the ICBM, .

Whether Dr, Teller 15 correet or not in his
assessment of the importance of such 3!
weapon, the fate of LASV is illustrative both '
of prevalent negativistic Pentagon philos- '
ophy about new weapons systems and of the
difliculties of developing new systems under !
hydre-headed controls.

The creation of the National Aeronau ties ;
end Space Administration hag provided an-
other type of problem. NASA stemmed from '
the same kind of political philosophy that
Atom bombs were too !
powerful to allow the generals to play with
them; ergo, a civillan agency must control I

. huclear power-—and 1t must be channeled

: away from nasty military purposes.

i
il

| forts

‘essentiully a research

The |
same scientific-political pressure groups that |
advocated this concept helped (with Presi-
dent Eisenhower's approval to establish
NASA, agaln on the theory thet space ef-l
must be controlled by civilians and '
that space must not be used for military
purposes. - The pragmatic absurdities of!
this point of view are now self-evident; nu-
clear power so far has been more impor-

ftam; in the military weapons and military!

propulsion field than In any other way, and'
the most important applications of space!
technology have been military—reconnals-
sance satellltes, weather satellites, missile-"
‘werning and navigational satellites.

But in the case of NASA, the problem has,‘
been compounded. For while the AEC is
and production agency, .

NASA is an operating agency as well. From -

‘a small highly efficient aeronautical research ;

agency, it has now expanded into a gargan- |

. tuan multibillion-dollar empire, with ten-!
. tacles all over the country,

managing the
biggest program on which the United States
has ever embarked-~to place & man on the
moon. )

In its early years, NASA was sluggishly if
at all responsive to milifary needs, and the.
Pentagon itself was inhibited from any ef-,
fective space developments (though, curi-
ously, the only effective space boosters avall-.

. Able weré military ballistic missiles). Grad-.

lally the liaison, due to Dr. Welsh and others,
has been greatly Improved. Numerous mili-

tary officers, active and retired, now hold!
some of the most important positions in’
NASA, and:in addition the Armed Foreds !
have furnished most of the astronauts and

by far the most important part of the fa-.
cilities and services used by the agency. The'
two-hended control still offers difficultics, but !
today the main stumbling blocks to the rapid

. development of military space projects are

Secretary McNamara and his Director of De-:
fense Research and Engineering, Dr. Harold .
Brown, who in his new political role in the
Pentagon has become & remarkably un-:
adventurous scientist. .

Often tho President’s Scientific Adviser, .

- whose contacts with Pentagon and other

Government scientists cut squarely across’
organizational Iines, has also acted as a road-~
block to new developments. He exercises tre-
mendous power without either specific re--
sponsibility or. specific authority; therefore,;
his intervention often not only delays but
confuses. The Adviser’s great power stems!
largely from his White House status; unfor-:
funatoly around him has grown up’a small
but important office manned by men more’
impressive as bureaucrats than as scientists;’

. Who represent, in effoct, another echelon of
- delay., The old bogey of “no military re-

quirements” has beon invoked again and.

' again by the Defense Department, with tacit-

support of scientists outside the Department, !

"o gtifle projects aborning particularly in.
+ the military epace fleld,

The Central Intelligence Agency 1s another’
‘organization which nas gradually wsurped

| fice of Naval Intelligence,

..

. DPloyee welfare.”

some of what were oxicc primarily militax"'y"

functions. Two faclors—the creation of the
Agency and its tremendons increasein power,
and the creation by Mr. McNamars of a De-
fense Intelligence Agency outslde and above
the service chain of command, and directly
responsive to himi—have greatly reduced the
importance of the now emasculated service
intelligence agencics——G-2, A-2, and.the Of-
The service chiefs
no longer sit as members of the U.S. Intelli-
gence Board, the governing policymaking
organ of the defense community, In opera-
tions as well as in procurement {the results

1s stlll another proliferation of agencies and.

committecs. The fasco of the Bay of Pigs-—
a mlilitary operation run prineipally by the
CIA instead of by the Pentagon—is one cx-~
ample of the kind of problems this expansion
of the exescutive department can produce,

And until recently the CIA—not the Army-—"

was.operating the Army's own speeial forees
eounterinsurgenecy troops in South Vietnam,
The new centralized organization of intel-

{ lgence can also affect weapons procurement,

for military requircments must be measured
In part against Soviet capabilities; if tho
centralized control of Intelligence reduces
thoso capabilities, obviously force levels and
weapons requirements are altered, This is
not an Imaginary problem. For instance,
the strength and speed of robilization of the
Boviet Army has been . sharply reduced, in

the Pentagon's Intolligence estlmates, during’

the MeNamara administration.,
The Bureau of the Budget with its per-
vasive influence over the source of all power—

the dollar—has now developed military “OXw

perts” who literally can doom a weapons
aystenm or foster its growth, Even Congress'
watchdog—the Comptroller Gieneral—has be-
come his own “expert” on tnctics and mili-
tary supply.

Thus the “adviee”—and the actual con-
trol—exercised on military projects by exec-
utlve agencles outside the Pentagon is
sweeplng but almost completely negative,
They dclay, and they oriticime and they in-
nhiblf; they do not expedite,

Congressional legislation and executive
regulation complicate, restrict and- delay
rosearch and procurement contracts., The
contractor must comply with hundreds of
laws or executive ordors. Accounting pro-
cedures, minimum wages, clvil rights, veter-
ans’ preferences, 3ubcontracting, profit
Hrattations and so on and go forth, all are
roadblocks to speed. The Armed Forces
procurement regulations reflects in itg bulk,
size and complexity how soclal, political and
economic conslderations, as well as those
that are military ard technical, influence
the awards of contracis.

Economio conslderations—ilie need, for
Instance, to funnel defense contracts into
depressed areas—and political pressure—the
need to0 win an electlon or placute a pressure
group—-play their part in consideration and
delay in contracts, Normally, ‘as the TFX
investigation brought out, no ranjor defense
contract 1s awarded without Presidential ap-

2

1AFPR regulations require the proposals
of the contractor to be reviewad before sub-
mission by engineering, prieing, auditing,
data, legal, clvil rights, subcontrasting and
many other experts, and in turn varlous

: Pentagon and government agencles must re=

view the proposals for compliance, Xven so,
AFPR regulations are sometimes vaguely
worded, A Congressional Investigating sub-
cominittee rocently requested the Depart-
ment of Defonse to alter those regulations
dealing with employes health and recreation
expenses. The wording of some of the regu=~
lations pormitted the charge-off of losses
for operating factory cafeterias, and cone
tractors could also charge cocktail parties
to the taxpayer 1f they were billedl ng ‘em=

proval, and the Democraﬂu

{or as the caso

may be, the Republican) National Commite -

tee representatives

bunity to urge contractual
The IF-11} {IFX) contract
went to thie General Dynamlics Fort Worth

party falthful,

Blant, although th

rate evaluations preforred the
Dbosal. Many in Washington be

always have their oppor-
rewards to the i

e services in three sepa~
Boceing pro= .

the result of politica] pressure.

All of these practices—all of this red-
tape—*jest growed” as part of big Qovern-
ment and a big defense budges, T

But the major
to be found in the
stem from the ove

‘eatablished by Mr,

Ix

Pentagon Itself, and they .
reentralized organtzation
McNamarn end the at-

lieve this was !

causes of recent delays are R

temipts made to achieve perfection on paper |
before any stecl 1s bent.
Centralization-—'—“umﬂcation," the public

csls 1t—has been
tlenlarly since the

flentions to the National Securlty Act.

stendily Increasing, par--

bassage of the 1958 modi-

But

Mi, MceNamara has used the povwer every Sec-

revnry of Defense

greater extent than any predecessor.

1s.no doubt that

has always had to a far

There

he has run the show. Any -

major contract must be Approved by him;

even relatively minor modiflzations must

pasa the gauntlet of his numerous assistants,
Tho ‘checkreins Secretary MceNamsara has

used were, without

doubt, needed to halt the

proliferation of unneeded wenpons systems

and the expenditure of billlons

on projects

that turned out to be “duds” or duplications

of othera, -

It 1s an axiom of sound military research .

bractices thai in th
Parallel lines of de

lowed leading to the
system of given characteristics.
unexpected engincering problem

€ early stages two or more
velopment should be fol-
same end-—-a weapons
In case an
of insuper-

able dificulty is encountered {n one develop=
sccond may offer an al«

mental effort, the
ternative. But to

avolid unnecessary dupli~

catlon and expense once the teething troubles

are over one of the

doned and full efforts
more hopeful one.

two lines should be aban-
concentrated on the
In the pre~-MceNamara

era this decision was often left untll too late,

This was the case

Alr Force developed

, for Instance, when the

range ballistic missile and the Army de-

veloped Jupiter,
and pressures, bot}
to final “hardware”

duced In small but

though one virtua
and either could

Because of service

have done the

rivalrics
1 missiles were developed
stage and both wers pro=
expensive quantities, al- -
1ly duplicated the other .
Job of botn, :

Mr, McNamara, thercfore, had some Justifica- .
tlon for his show-me attitude and for the °
elaborate system he hag established f avalu-

ating and analyzing
he or “the system*

The cost part of th

all new projects. But
has overcompeinisated,
e cost-effectiveness forme

ula has been emphasized and underscored at

the expense of specdy development

ideas,
have so

many been
8ay yes.? '

and new

Naver JIn the history of competition

able to say no, so few to

In the past, technological developmonit uaed
rescarch and procurement contracting were

largely decentralize
were responsihlo to

own weapons development.

——— e

d; the Individual spivrices
& major degree for their *
Servico compe-

I Management experts and contractors hove
pointed out that the exereise of centralized
control by ‘the Departinent of Delense over
the services requires information and reports

from the services.

eclf~clefeating nature
bosed becomes apparent,.
more centralized the control, the more

The self-generating and
of the workload Jtne
The tighter and

T

ports that are required. The more authority
taken away from the Wworking level, the move

paperwork that is
the working level
Ished authorlt_:'. »

required from those at'
to back up thelr dimln-~
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tition, In the happlest sense, produced the
alr-cooled aireraft engine (sponsored by the
Navy) and the liquid-cooled engine (spon-
sored by the then Army Alr Corps) with
which the United States fought and won
World War II in the afr. Oneo without the
other would have hcen incomplete; service
competition produced both, :
When a new alireraft was required, tlie gserv-
¢ ice needing 1t determined the characteristics
wanted to perform the speclalized misslons
. contemplated, Competitive contracts were
then let for a small number of planes, and
actual flight competitions between compet-
Ing companies were held, with the big payoft
production contract: going to the contractor
who bullt the best plane, as actually deter-
wminad {n the alr. )
The services formerly had, within overall
policy and budget limitations, & considerable
degree of autonomy, and weapons develop-
. ment and procurement were largely decen-
trallzed. What can be done whon redtape
Is cut, authority ang responsibility are
coupled, and organizatlon is decentralized to

the working levels is shown by the produc-:

tion of the Polaris missile and the A-11 alr-
craft. The highly successful and extromely
complex Polarls was pushed to completion
a8 an operational weapon in about 315 years,
well ahead of schedule, One man, Vice Adm.
W. F. Raborn, was glven authority and re-
sponsibility to cut across organizational lines,
and he was fully backed by the Navy and the
Department of Defense. There was then no
such centralization in the Pentagon as exists
now. - The A-11, succossor to the famed U-2
high flying reconnaissance plane, was a secret;
project, amply funded by the CIA and by the
Alr Force, With ample funds, full authority
and responsibility, and a high degree of
autonomy, Lockheed Alrcraft was twice abloe
to produce—in the U-2 ang its successor—
- world-beating aireraft in an abbreviated time
span. Similarly, Vice Adm. Hyman G. Rick-
over, who wore two hats—one Navy, one
ARC-—and whose authority therefore spanned
the bifurcated organizational gtructure, was
. able to produce what was essentially a new
weapons systenm with minimum delay. The
key to these and other successful develop~
ment and production efforts 1s the coupling

of authority and responsibility at working

levels,

Today the entire plcture has changed
violently. Under the law, separate service
" departments must be maintained and the
services cannot he directly merged; Mr,
. McNamara has merged them indlrectly, as
*John C. Ries points out in his new book.?
A fourth service-——the Office of the Score-
tary of Defense—hag been built Up as an
all-powerful apex. It is far more than a

. policymaking and coordinating agency, as it '

. was originally intended to be under the Nn-
. tlonal Security Act of 1947; 1t administers,
operates, contracts, develops, procures, and
comunands. Superagencies, superimposed
over the service departments, are answerablo
only to the Secretary of Defense and the
Joint Chiefs of Stafr.

Former service functions have been as-
- sumed by the Defensc Supply Agency, which
. brocures items common to tho services; by
, the Defense Intelligence Agency, the National
¢ Security Agency. (communications, intelli~
- gence, and security; codes and clphers, etc.),
the Defenso Communications Agency (com-
mon and long-lines communlications) ang
the Deofense Atomio Support Agency. These
have added new superechelons to the Penta-
gon bureaucracy,

Mr, McNamara came into office intendinp—
he let it be known—to streamline top eche-
. lon Defense Department management, Thero

Wwere some 16 Presidential appolntees of the

# “The Management of Defense.” Baltl-
more: the Johns Hopkins ‘University Press,
1964 v.u. . PR - ; P ) )

o
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{ rank of Assistant Secretary of Defense or
¢ higher in January 1061 when he took office;
! there are 16 today. There were 11 Deputy
' Assistant Secretaries of Defense 2 years ago;
' there are about 30 today. .
| The Joint Staft of the Jolnt Chlefs of
Stafll was originaly limited by law by Con-
{ gress to 100 officers, then increased io 400,
i & specific imlt teaded to prevent the de-
. volopment of a super-Gencral Staff; it nQw
" numbers the full 400, plus another 1,170
military and civillan personnel. The addi-
tional personnel are labeled members of the
Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
a euphemism which permits evaston of the
. legal restriction (with both executive de-
Partment and Congress winking at the extra-
legallir)y. Thls stad, rich with TADX, LOW
bas turee lieutenant generals or vice .ad-
mirals assigned to head its more important
sections or divisions, and its director—a,
" three-star gencral—mny be glven four stars
if current suggestlons sre carried out.
. As one would expest with n gigantic staff
which tends to generate its own paperwork,
the workload of the Joint Ohlefs of Staff
steadily increases—from 887 papers or re-
porls requiring some wsction by the JCS in
1968 to about double that number today.
Something like & de facto hicrarchical gen-
eral staff now cxists, with the Chalrman of
i the Joint Chiefs as a kind of overall Chief
t of Stail; and 1t busies ltself with the ridicu-
lous and the petty as wsll as the crucial and
important. (The Jotut Chiefs, for instance,
“determine the dotails of the adminlstration
angl ewrrictlum of the National War College
and otlier joint service schools and have

even solemnly -considered. such important

matters as the advisability of establishing
. an all-service scecer tenn which might com-
Dete with European all stars, and the nume
bers 'of tooks, and which - services should
furnish them, for a 1I.8. Headquarters in
- Europe.) Reprosentative CHARLES S, GUB-
SER, of California, has estimated that there

are now a total of some 34,000 employees re- |

,Bponsible to the Offico of the Secretary of
, Defense  (exclusive of sebarate gervice de-
L partments in Washington)., Statistics like

, these indicate the revolutionary changes that _

‘havg occurred within the Pentagon in the
‘past 15, particularly in the past 4, years. As
Mr. Ries puts it, the dogma of centralization
has triumphed.

Many beside Mr. Ries worry about the cae
/pahility of the present delense organization
‘to withstand the strain of real war or pro-
tracted crises. There have been some dis-
-turbing slgns of faltering and confusion
- during the Berlin crisis, the Cuban missile
. ¢risls, and one of the Gulf of Tonkin inci-
; dents.

The present Secretary of Defense has a
i computer mind, capable of absorbing and re-
" cording immense quantities of detailed data.

He'also has feroclous energy. . The combina-

tion of these two qualitics has enabled him,
‘ 80 far, to deal with what Mr, Ries calls the

minutie that floods upward in a centralized
. organization. But even Mr, McNemars hag
I several times given evidence of strain, and
“ atter Mr. McNamara, who? To decentralize

the Department so that the Secretary could
- have time, opportunity, and assistance to
i cope with major decisions would require a
- decrease rather than an increase In the staff

of the Secretary, something that no demo-
i cratic bureaucracy seems capable of accom-
]plishing. . ) .
¢ The centralized organization of the Penta-
, gon and the accompanying growth of a bu-
Irenucmcy—particumrly in the upper eche-
i lons-—explain in pert the delays in davelop«
i ment and procurement fo NewW Weapons sys
!‘ terns, In effect, responsibility and authority
. have boen separated in the Pentagon. Vice
| Admiral Rickover gave several instances of

delays causcd by bureauracy in teatimony to

& Serate committee In 1968. Purchase of
_‘nuclear cores was delayed for & months “Just

because oue stafl person wich no responstbil-

ity but with authority hud on his own de~ '

. elded” against the purchase, In March 1964,

he testified before a House

power for a new aireraft carrier. The carrier

Appropriations |
Bubcommittee. on the quesiton of nuclear

ibself was nlreacy approved Iy both Cougress -
and the Defense Departraent. The Navy and -

most Congressmen felt ot such major
new Investment should ©e as modern as
ossible, and that it should be powered with
nuclear reactors rather thanm with oil, even
though the initial cost would be consider-

ably greater. Bui the subject was studled to .

Geath. Admiral Ri
partment of De(
the delay.
§est S0 charn
Year., The Depart.aent of
asking for more lnformation, more studies,
more analyses. New studies and analyses are
underway now on nueclear propulsion for the
next carrier and other surfice ships. These
studles never end, and we don's bulld ships.”

'The services still have tha legal responsle

kover nestifled: “The De-
e 1tsell caused much of
naidarect the Navys ree
g WP carrier for a

The

2fense kept on

bility for development and procurvement but

not the authority to Imploment their re-

Laponslbility. Similarly the responsibility for
planning and execution has beew separated.
The Joint Chiefs no longer legally command
anything; in the procurement field the serv-
fces must often execute or carry out pro-
curement plans they have not formulated
{i.e.the TFX).

= In an admirable attempt {0 promote some
much-needed long-range pinaing In the
Axrned Forces and to control costs, Mr. Me-

Mamars instituted what is called the 5-year -

force structure and financial management
program, often dubbed “the book.” “The
book” tries to chart and elakorato all major
dotails of service force structuras (including
sizes, types) and weapons systems recuired,
being procured or developed, for the next b
years, Any significant changc {n “the book,”
locluding  rescareh expenditures, requires
consideration by hundreds or neople, includ-
Ing the Joint Chiefs of Stafr audd the Seere-
tary bhimsell, and an elaborate process of
Justifieation, review, and approval
the line from lowest to highest echelons,
Coritracting, budgeting, brogress on weapons
systemis—and even lawn cutting--are pro-
grirned and controlled in detail from various
echelons of the Secretary’s office, with
streams of reports required.
have ecomplained thut there is an inherent,
built-ia inflexibility and rigidity in this
system.

In addition to the Secratary of IJelense and
his deputy and the Chalrman of . the Joint
. Chlefs and the 1,570 supporting staff, all of

all rlong-

The services -

the Asslstant Secretaries of Defense have be- .

come, not de jure, but dg fheto, Iine operators
as well as staff assistants. ‘By virtue of
authority delegated by the Secretary, they

can and do cut across service lines and inters,

vene at the lowest echelons. Two oflices, In
partlcular, have a major influenco in weapons
development and procurement; unfortu-
nately they are to often delaying factors
rather than expediters.

The Office of the Asslstant Secretary of
Deofensge (Controller) has completely changed
1ts character under the MeNamara regime.
Charles J, Hitch, the Incumbent, has, with
the Secretary’s approval, applied thie methods
he developed as an cconomic theorlst at the
Rand Clorp, to military strategic programing,
The cost effectiveness of various weapons
systems is analyzed on paper by his office,
and he and his associates have & powerful
voice In determining what kind of weapon
will do to what service, Dr. Brown, the
Director of Defense Research and Engineor-
ing, does another analytical job, BUppoOscdly
from the technical and -engineering feasibil-
1ty point of view. His analyses are particu-
larly important in the research and develop-
ment stages. ?

Any projected weapons system has to run

- PR ST TN
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before any opera-
There is no doubt that it is
theoretical manegement tool,

{ but here is also not much doubt that it has

. delayed development and brocurement of new .

" weapons systems, and
: end result in the form o
is actually any hetter or

. still too so0n. to tell+
craft for the Air Forc
programed and eval

© costed in detail on Ppaper in
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Yy the sweep of its wings
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preconceived and theoretical
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analyzed,
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ge and may not
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Mr. McNamara in-
jections, that Navy
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by a single all-purposc plane, which could be
flown from land flelds and carrier decks on
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aytheon Co., '
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anagement,” de-
meeting of the
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al contractors who par-
MMRBM -effort,” he said.
Department of Defe
gram authorization in Januar
panies like Hughes, Thickol,
many others had been en
engineering efforts, Wh
- tlon was authorized, orig
~effort, nine prime comp
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Martin,
gaged in signtficant
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Yet the participants
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rement for stated perform-
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ve deslgn and engineering
ram definition phése, * »
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' Buper-studied transport,
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ort, 18 now called the

Najeeb E,' Hulaby,

1 Agency, recently
it ever flies, it will!

' easily. be the most analyzed project in the.

If 50, this is quite

R

aund.

several eatlrely dllerent types of misslons,
The atterapt to achiove this—in $heory and
.in blueprint Torm-—required many monhths
before designs acceptable to both services
were evolved. The developraant coatract was
finally awarded to Convalr and the first of
the developmmental TFX Plunes Is nearing
completion.  The Navy fears the fuished
version may be too heavy for carrier decks.
The fincst fighter in the world today, the
« Navy's McDennell #-4B Phantom 1T, which
“the Alr Force is novs buying in quan iy in a
slightly modified verslon, wiak the product of
flighl. compailition back In the fiftles when
-the PDP in its present rigld form was un-
. heard of,

“had not reached teday’s extreme. The Mc-

" Donuell and Chance~Vought aireraft com-

i panles, in response to a Mavy need for a
supersoniec fighter of cortair. glven specifica~
tlons, were each awsarded, developmental con-
tracts for a smali aumber of planes. The
. results were then awtually fdight-tested in
; competition. MeDonnell  won, but  the
. Chance-Vought product was also good and
was procured {n more lUniited quantities for
speclalized reconnaissance and other missions
for the fleet,

Many beliove that this
interservice competition
dividends, One service e lves the plane or
cengine and  (afier actual’ competition bhe-
tween several bidders) contracts for and pro-
cures the one best suited to iis own special-
ized needs, That one may wall be adapted—
after 1% Is operational—to the needs of an-
other service.* Each gets the type it wants,
and a better plane o weapon than if it had
been forced, on paper, into a common mold.
: For there frequently arg Incompatible ro-
quirements belween service weapons systets,
and the attempt to provide “cc-mmonality" fn
‘the interest or redaclog costs may well inw
. erease cost and reduce combat effectiveness.
It 1s true, of course, that major weapons
i development projects have hecome far more
i complex and costly than they were 10 to 20
] years ago, In theory, the attempt of the Dew
i partment of Defenge to define a project and
+to refine it on paper hefore the steel is bent
;has a great deal of attractiveness,
‘ thoritics who
delays of the

type of fligh{ and
rocluces the best

PDP system do ot believe 16

Is economically feasible—at least In all’

cases—to retwn t0 the old era of actuel
competitive service tesis. Others, however,
think that competitive testing of several
different models, whilie more expensive ini-
tially,
‘chiefily becaunse it may - -resuit jn a better
product.
-officer and retired vice chairman of United
Alreraft Corp., wrote in the September-
‘ October 1964 issue of Shipmate, the magazine
'of the U.8, Naval Academy Alumnl Assoeln-
“tion, that “the current practice of awarding
production (and development) contracts to
- & single supplier, oz
‘guarantees unsubstanllated by corapetitive
. prototype performanco * * = will not pro~
. tect a hapless purchaser (the Ciovernment)
- willlng to risk his all ‘oncomputavion,” The
fundamental difficulty with POP ig that it
has been invoked as an answer 1.0 all develop-
ment and production problems,
terpreted too rigidly, arndi that there has been
. far too much dependence in ths Department
cof Defense on what s ersentlally a manage-
iment tool at the expense of Judgment and
i enginering and sotentifc intuition,

rcomplaints of the services and of industry
! have resulted in a recognition in the Defense
. Department of some of these faults, A new

oy

¥
. %Thero are countless Instances of this kind
of adaptation. In addition to the liquid- and
air-cooled engines and the F—4B, the:Alr
Forca, for instance, uses the Navy-developed
Sidewinder &nd Bullpup missiles, ’

and centralizastion in the Pentagon

Many au-. -
are leud in condemning the

may actually save motiey eventually,

Eugene . Wilson, retired naval -

the has’s of contract -

“hat it 1s in- |

It 15 only folr to add that recently the -

and standardlzed procedure for rating, evalgw:
ating and selecting the winning contractors.
In a screening competition has been under:
breparation for 2 years and is now being pre- !
sented-—possibly for final epproval-—to the'
Office of the Secrotary of Defense. For any
large projects (exceeding $100 million in pro-:
ductlon_cosbs) authority will still remaln at!
the highest levels; for smallor projects aue '
thority may be telegated to lower cchelons. .
The procoedure may--but Probably will not— i
lessen the tirnelag; . certainly it will not
change the recent emphuasis on “perfection |
on paper.” !

In the program. deflnition phase of weap--
ons development three high hurdles, in addi- -
tlon to countless evaluation procedures, ;
cause many projects to stumble and fail,

One 18 the eruption of interservice rivalry
instead of—in the best sense—interservice
competition. A broposal for a now weapon
or aircraft by ons service is now picked o
pleces and studieq on paper by all serviceg
before even a minor development contract is
approved. Now thatb thelr former degree of -
autonomy is resfricted and,actual develop-
ment competition discouraged, the servicos.
know that the pn pPhase offers a now-or-
never chance. Each service may produce a
different concept or a different sot of desired
f)erformance figures; a long hassle ensucs
to try to put them all into one Weapons sys«-
tem. This oceurred, notably, in the case of
the TFX; it is happening now with the new
Coin (counter-insurgency) aircraft which
the Marines want to develop. The result is
delay, sometimes b compromise as to per-
formance.

A second factor causing delay and difficul-
tles is the attempt by the Sceretary’s nu~
merous assistants to elilminate what thiey call
goldplating, or unnecessarily high perform-:
ance figures or standards. The attempt is
laudable, but it is sometimes carried to ex-
tremes, and 1t has been difficult, -as Adni, |
George W, Anderson, former Chief of Naval -
Operations, pointed wut, for men in uniform .
to adjust to the idea that a 10-raile-an-~-hour B
speed differential between our own aireraft’
and enemy planes may not—in the eyes of
the Department of Defense—be important. -
To & pilot, that 10 ‘miles an hour, even
though costly in terms of dollars, may be the
difference between lifo and death. -

It is in the PD phase, too, that ‘the old
bogey of ‘“no operatlonal or military re-
quirement” becomes g major obhstacle to
Weapons development. It is invoked at both
high and low levels, Mr. MceNamara has
heen rigid—though wilth some signs of a
slight relaxation recently—about the stntee

fment of specific needs before deveiopment
-ean start. The “operational requirement,”
‘a8 an experienced

naval officer puts it, “ig °
another of the baper ohstacles wnleh are
intended to insure proper planning but
which, when operated by people who Lave
o real knowledge of the problems involved,
frustrate progress.” -

In the military exploitation of a new med-
dum, like space, it is completely impossible
1o define, In the terms required by. the

PDP evaluations, the need for, or the per-

formance characteristics of, & new vehicle,
How can even a bresciont scientist predict
what usefulness a manned orbiting labo-
wtory will have? Yet the Invocation of .
“no  speelfic operational ' reguirement” hne
delayed Alr Force development of this Lilghly
important new project for at least 2 4o
3 years.

Representative Cripr HOLIFLELD S Military
Operations Suhcommitteo of the IHouse re-
cently gave Its view of what's wrong with
the Pentagon. After o thorough study of
Mr, McNamara’s protracted offorts to merpe
military and commierclal satollite systers,
the subcommittoe reported that 2 years had
baen wasted. It said: “We still detect unat
ceriainty ang overcconomizing in the Dew

fense Department approachy* * *there has
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. negative, to object, to try to refine require- °
-monts in too much detail, to evaluate and

~5m

Leen overmanagement. and underperform-
ancoe * * * too many layers of supervision,
the lack of clear-cut responsibility =* * *
and sluggish channels of * * * commuai-
cation.” . ’

Scnator JonrN STENNIS, in common with
many others, has decried the tendency to be

study too much.
has said, “have literally been studied to
death.,” He cites the B-70 (which dates
bhack in inception to 1854) as a prime oxam-

' ple of what happens to o weapons system
. development “when 1t is subjected to re-

- to bring it to completion.”

peated stops and starts and when there Is
not o strong, orderly and continuous program
This bomber,
designed for long-range, high-altitude flights
at three times the speed of sound, has en-
countered many technical difliculties and ls
well behind even a revised schedule. This
was made certain by off-again-on-again pro-

tgrams in the Pentagon and by the multi-

layered, centralized organization there.
_ Before a final contract for a project is

-stgned and actual developraent starts, an
- average of at least 60 signatures or approvals

18’ requiréd—sometimes as many as 100 1o
200. Some individuals, required by legal or

i admlnistrative reasons to slgn twice, have

had to be briefed twice; by the timo the

Somie weapons systems, he -

for May 1961; “The greatest single bane of
management today is its growing absolutism,
its refusal to discuss or lsten to different
‘opintons.”” Mr. Ries doclares that “fantastic
though it nay seem, defense reiormers have
!.sucwedcd in turning the calendar back 60
<ycwr<;. :

i Whether one agrees with this strong state-
ment or not, there can boe no basic disagree-
‘ment with the testimony given to the Senate
Armed Services Committee in 1948 by Fer-
dinand Eberstadt, one of the most perceptive
students of .defense organization. He sald:
“Trom shattered illusions that mere passage
of a uuniflcation act would produce a military
utopia, there has sprung an equally illusory

. belief that present shortcomings will imme-

diately disappear if only raore and more au--
thority 18 conferred on the Secretary of De-
{ense, and more and more people added to his
staff. * * * I suggest that great care be:
texoreised lest the Office of Secretary of De-
tense, Instead of being a small and efficient .
unit which determines the policies of the
Milltary Establishment and controls and di-
rects the departments, feeding on its own
.growth, hecomes a separate empire.

" Today the separate empire exists. Parkin-
-son’s law must be reversed if the Pentagon
is to stop “feeding on its own growih” and
if ideas, weapons development and Imagina-
" tive policies are to be encouraged,

f

sccond signature was nceded thoy had for- .

gotten what tho contract was about.

It 18 true that contralization in the devel- .

opment and procurement feld, opitomlized
by the b-year force structure and the pro-

gram definition phase, was in part the out-
 growth of inadequate management by the
services of some research and devclopment

contracts, It was.also the result of the.

failure of past Sécretaries of Defense to

excercise the power they have always had by
eliminating—not service - competition—but
duplicatory and unnecessary service rivalry.

But- the cure has proved worse than the °

disease,

Healthy service competition can bo en- ‘

couraged and unhealthy service rivalry can
be discouraged by—
1, Abandonment of attemptis-—keyed pri-

. marily to costs, not effectiveness—to force
- service weapons systems inte *“all-purpose’

- molds,

"Commonality"” develops naturally

. from actual technological accomplishments,

not from “PDP’s” or paper plans.
2. Roturn, insofar as possible, to competl-

‘tion in hardware rather than competition on
‘paper. The end product is almost certain to

. be better, and ultimately may cost less.

3. Sponsorship, within a service, or by two

- or more services, of competitive research and
* development projects, all having a common .
. 'goal, but each following different technologl-

Lal paths to that gonl.

4, Definite selection by the Defense De=

partment at the earliest possible stage of the .

best project; cancellation of the others.
The key lessons for tomorrow are two.
Responsibility and authorlty must be: cotl-

" pled at working levels in the management

of research and development and production
contracts. And there must be a much higher

_degree of job stability and contlnulty in’

~management than the rotational policies of
- the services have made possible in the past.”.

III
Mr. Ries, whose studious book on def nso

* organization cannot be accuscd of servics or

political partisanship, ¢guotes Ernest Dale as
writing in the American Economle Relew

7 As Representative Mewvin Pricz notes, one-
reason, for example, that the Army (nuclear)
reactor program (a program for developing o

. amall portable nuclear reactor which could
. provide power in remote areas) has fallon flat

on 1ts face i3 that the Army kept transferring
out ,the managers of tho program. There
were aix diﬂ‘.‘erent managers in 6 years.
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